The aim of this article is to examine one kind of cross linguistic influence, or transfer, in language contact situations. This is "functional transfer", defined as applying the grammatical functions of a morpheme from one language to a morpheme in another language that does not normally have these functions. With regard to language contact, most reported instances of this kind of transfer concern the creation of a new grammatical morpheme in an expanded pidgin or creole, resulting from the use of a lexical morpheme of the lexifier (here the recipient language, RL) with semantic and syntactic properties of a grammatical morpheme of the substrate language(s) (here the source language(s), SL). Another kind of functional transfer, however, results in an already existing grammatical morpheme in the RL being used with semantic properties, but not syntactic properties, of a grammatical morpheme in the SL that speakers perceive as equivalent. Thus, the two types of functional transfer differ in that the first entails morphological augmentation while the second involves functional alteration of an existing morpheme. Other differences between the two types of transfer are that certain constraints appear to apply to the first type but not to the second. In addition, the first type of transfer, as opposed to the second, does not commonly occur in the process of second language acquisition. Explanations proposed for these distinctions concern different strategies used for morphological expansion in the development of a contact language. Different contact languages can be placed along a continuum based on the prevalence and type of functional transfer.
Introduction
The purpose of this article is to fine-tune an important notion in contactinduced language change -transfer. It concentrates on one particular kind of transfer that leads to changes often referred to as semantic or structural borrowing -i.e. functional transfer (defined below). After discussing transfer in general, the article demonstrates that there are two kinds of functional transfer and describes the differences between them. It goes on to consider some possible explanations for these differences and to discuss some questions about one of the types. The conclusion proposes that the degree and type of functional transfer results in a continuum of different kinds of language contact varieties.
Transfer in general
The term "transfer" is used in historical linguistics, studies of bilingualism and second language acquisition (SLA) with a variety of interpretations (see Odlin 1989 Odlin , 2003 Winford 2003; Jarvis and Pavlenko 2008) . It sometimes refers to a process, or sometimes to the outcome of such a process, or sometimes ambiguously to both. For example, Heine and Kuteva (2005: 2) discuss the "transfer of linguistic material from one language to another", but do not define "transfer". Van Coetsem (2000: 51) defines transfer as "transmission of material or elements from one language to another". Jarvis and Pavlenko (2008: 1) equate transfer and "cross-linguistic influence" and define it as "the influence of a person's knowledge of one language on that person's knowledge or use of another language". They distinguish the transfer of linguistic properties (linguistic transfer) from the transfer of conceptual categories (conceptual transfer). In contrast, Yip and Matthews (2007: 37) consider transfer as a particular form of cross-linguistic influence and follow Paradis and Genesee (1996: 3) in defining it as "incorporation of a grammatical property into one language from the other".
With regard to contact-induced language change, van Coetsem (2000) distinguishes between two types or patterns of transfer: "imposition" versus "borrowing". In imposition, materials are transferred from a source language (SL) into a recipient language (RL) via the agency of speakers who are fluent in the SL (their dominant language) and less proficient in the RL. This is called "source language (SL) agentivity". In borrowing, the transfer is again from the SL to the RL, but it is via the agentivity of speakers of the RL who are more fluent in that language. This is called "recipient language (RL) agentivity". (See also Winford 2003 Winford , 2005 .) It is imposition, or transfer via SL agentivity, that I am most interested in here. The results of this kind of transfer are also referred to in historical linguistics by various other terms, such as substratum influence and interference. Johanson (e.g. 2002) also uses the term "imposition", which he distinguishes from "adoption" (rather than borrowing). This takes place when one code dominates another (e.g. adoption from French into Breton). Here dominance is social (e.g. in terms of power or prestige) rather than psycholinguistic (in terms of proficiency). Johanson conceptualises the process as one of "code-copying" rather than transfer.
Here I am using transfer to refer to a particular psycholinguistic process in which the linguistic features of one language are employed by individuals in learning or using another language (Faerch and Kasper 1987: 112) . As such, transfer can be positive, when the features of the L1 and L2 are similar, or negative, when the features are different. The focus in the study of contact induced change is usually on negative transfer. 1 This process is evident when an individual's production of an L2 differs from existing community norms, and the differences can be attributed to the individual's L1. It is only in some special cases that transfer leads to change in the speech of a large number of individuals and that this change is eventually adopted by the speech community -i.e. that transfer leads to language change.
In this article, I examine evidence that this kind of transfer occurred in the earlier formation of language contact varieties: specifically new languages (expanded pidgins and creoles) and new dialects (indigenised varieties) that arose from colonisation. In each case, RL is the colonial language (the lexifier language in the case of pidgins and creoles) and the SL is the substrate language or languages of speakers who adopted a form of the RL as an important auxiliary language (and in some cases, who shifted to it as their primary language). The assumption here is if there is a grammatical feature in the contact variety that has properties of a corresponding feature in the SL and was not previously a feature of the RL, it is the result of transfer by individuals in an earlier stage of development. Such transferred features entered the pool of variants used for communication in the contact environment, and were used frequently enough to be retained when the contact variety stabilised (Siegel 1997 (Siegel , 2008 .
Functional transfer
Here I focus on one particular kind of transfer in language contact situations. This is "functional transfer", defined as applying the grammatical functions of a morpheme from one language (the SL) to a morpheme in another language (the RL) that does not normally have these functions. There appear to be two different types of functional transfer, as described below.
Functional transfer type 1
The first type of functional transfer leads to the creation of a new grammatical morpheme in a contact language, resulting from the use of a lexical morpheme of the recipient language (RL) with the semantic and syntactic properties of a grammatical morpheme of the source language(s) (SL).
I will present a clear example from Colloquial Singapore English, concerning the functions of got in this indigenised variety. All examples come from Lee, Ping and Nomoto (2009) . In CSE, got on its own is a verb indicating possession (as in English):
(1) I got two brothers, one sister.
'I have two brothers and a sister.'
But unlike English, it can function as an existential marker:
(2) a. So this seems to be a clear case of the result of functional transfer. It also appears to be a clear example of contact induced language change, but let us make sure. Poplack and Levey (2010: 410) outlined a number of conditions necessary to establish contact-induced change due to interference (i.e. negative transfer), based on Thomason (2001: 93-94 ):
1. Situate the proposed change with respect to its host linguistic system. 2. Identify a presumed source of the change. 3. Locate structural features shared by the source and recipient languages. 4. Prove that the proposed interference features were not present in the pre-contact variety. 5. Prove that the proposed interference features were present in the source variety prior to contact. 6. Rule out (or situate) internal motivations. Thomason (2001: 94) says that "in many, possibly even most contact situations around the world we cannot at present satisfy requirements 4 and 5". But it seems clear that the uses of got in CSE, except for indicating possession, were not present in English but were present in Hokkien.
When dealing with language contact varieties, we also need to add to the list what Smith (1999: 252) calls "Bickerton's Edict": the need to show that "the right speakers were in the right place at the right time" (Bickerton 1984: 183) for such transfer to take place. Although Mandarin is now the dominant Chinese language in Singapore, it was hardly spoken in the 1950s when education in English became more widespread (Lim and Foley 2004: 4) and Singapore English was rapidly developing. In 1957, over three quarters of the Chinese population and approximately 53 percent of the total population spoke Hokkien and other southern Min dialects as their first language (Kuo 1980: 41) .
3 Thus, the conditions of Bickerton's Edict are met, and we can consider this an example of contact-induced language change resulting from transfer.
Here are two other examples of the results of functional transfer -one in an expanded pidgin and one in a creole. In Bislama, the English word stop became the preverbal marker stap indicating either habitual or progressive aspect: In Hawai'i Creole, the English verb stay is used as a copula (ste/stei) for locations and non-intrinsic attributes, and as a marker of progressive and perfect aspect, as in these examples (in both the phonemic Odo orthography and an etymological orthography) from Sakoda and Siegel 2003: 13, 61 4 Although the estar + gerund construction is considered a feature of Brazilian rather than European Portuguese, it is found on Madeira and the Azores (Carrilho 2010 Note that ste in Hawai'i Creole, like estar in Portuguese but unlike to be in English, is not used as a copula with adjectives indicating permanent or intrinsic characteristics, and when it acts as a progressive auxiliary, it cannot be used to refer to future events, as in He is leaving tomorrow (Siegel 2000: 229) .
Functional transfer type 2
The other kind of functional transfer results in an already existing grammatical morpheme in the RL, not a lexical item, being used with the semantic/functional properties of a grammatical morpheme in the SL. For example, in Colloquial Singapore English the conjunction until can be used as in other varieties of English to indicate that the propositions in the two clauses are sequential or consecutive -for example: (25) I run until I (am) tired. (Bao and Wee 1998: 33) Here until indicates the action of the main clause (running) comes to an end when the state of the subordinate clause (being tired) comes into effect. But in Singapore English, until can also be used to indicate that the action of the main clause continues along with the state or action of the subordinate clause, as in the following (Bao and Wee 1998: 34): (26) Another example of this kind of functional transfer in Singapore English concerns the pronoun one, as described by Gupta (1982) , Wong (2005) and Bao (2009). One can substitute for a noun modified by a determiner or an adjective, as in English:
(28) a. I don't like this one. (Wong, 2005: 250) b. Following Li and Thompson (1981) , Alsagoff and Ho (1998) Thus we see evidence of the functional transfer of grammatical properties from the Hokkien particle e and Cantonese ge to the English pronoun one.
This kind of functional transfer can also be seen in the Spanish of QuechuaSpanish bilinguals in the Andes. Quechua (SL) has an opposition between the non-evidential past marker -sqa (indicating that the speaker has no visual evidence for the action or state described by the verb) and the evidential past marker -rqa (indicating that the speaker does have evidence from their own experience or memory). The following examples come from the Cochabamba region of Bolivia.
7 In (36) the speaker did not witness the burglars she is talking about:
(36) encapuchado yayku-sqa-:nku hood.cover.part enter-nonevid.past-3pl 'with their faces covered with hoods they entered' In (37) the same speaker reports on the approximate time of the burglary, which she knows from her own experience:
(37) siete y media ocho-ña ka-rqa = seven and half eight-lim be-evid.past 'it was half past seven, at most eight' This opposition in evidential marking has been transferred to the pluperfect and perfect constructions in Spanish (RL). The pluperfect form of Spanish había V-ado is used not to indicate past before past as in European Spanish, but to mark non-evidential past, corresponding to the Quechua morpheme -sqa. The perfect ha V-ado is used to mark evidential past, corresponding to -rqa. In (38), the speaker is narrating a story about a murder that occurred long ago and talks about the interrogation of a friend of the murderer. She uses the pluperfect to mark the event of the friend talking, which she did not witness herself, but the perfect in quoting what the friend said, since he was talking about his own experience: 'The friend reportedly said "I didn't touch (her)."
The same phenomenon, called "functional convergence" by Sánchez (2004) , has been described for other varieties of Andean Spanish (Klee and Ocampo 1995; Escobar 1997; Pfänder 2010 ). This second type of functional transfer is harder to find in expanded pidgins and creoles because they less frequently incorporate grammatical morphemes from the lexifier language. One example, however, comes from Hawai'i Creole, which has adopted the English suffix -ing to indicate progressive, either with or without the auxiliary ste (stay):
(39) a. …my grandpa stay listening to his Japanese radio station. (Tonouchi 1998: 245) '…my grandpa is listening to his Japanese radio station.' This may have been reinforced by progressive suffixes in the substrate languages of the two immigrant communities who first shifted to the emerging creole: Portuguese(-ando/-endo/-indo), as in example 23 above, and Cantonese (-gán), for example (Matthews and Yip 1994: 198 Like the corresponding suffixes in these substrate languages, but unlike -ing in English, the progressive suffix in Hawai'i Creole cannot be used to refer to future events, as mentioned above -e.g. *He helping me tomorrow. Thus, while the examples showed a contact-induced extension of the functional properties of a grammatical morpheme, these examples show a contact-induced contraction of functional properties.
Summary
In summary, the two types of functional transfer differ in that the first entails morphological augmentation -the creation of a new grammatical morpheme -while the second involves functional alteration (either extension of contraction) of an existing grammatical morpheme. Evidence of the first type is found more frequently in expanded pidgins and creoles. Evidence of the second type is found more frequently in indigenised varieties.
Other differences between the two types of functional transfer
The two types of functional transfer differ in other ways: whether or not proposed constraints apply and whether or not they also occur in language acquisition.
Constraints
Researchers in SLA and language contact have postulated a variety of factors as constraints or influences on the likelihood of particular linguistic features being transferred by individuals (see the discussion in Siegel 2008: 155-64) . With regard to the type of functional transfer involving morphological augmentation, certain constraints appear to apply, and to some extent these concern the structural differences between the languages in contact. The most important constraints have to do with perceptual salience and congruence. For a feature to be transferred, there must be "somewhere to transfer to" (Andersen 1983 ) -a lexical morpheme (or string of morphemes) in the RL (recipient language -here the colonial or lexifier language) that can be assigned the functions of a grammatical morpheme in the SL (source language -one of the substrate languages). This RL morpheme or string must be perceptually salient -a separate word, or words, or at least a stressed syllable -and it must be perceived to have a function or meaning related to that of the corresponding SL morpheme, and occur in the same surface syntactic position. The absence of such a morpheme in the RL, or the lack of structural congruence, will constrain transfer. These constraints have accounted for the presence of certain prevalent substrate features but the absence of others in Melanesian Pidgin (Siegel 1999 (Siegel , 2008 Terrill 2011) , Tayo (Siegel, Sandeman and Corne 2000; Sandeman 2011 ) and Australian Kriol (Munro 2004) . Here I will illustrate them with Singapore English. The main varieties of Chinese spoken in SingaporeHokkien and related Min dialects, Cantonese and now Mandarin -all have postverbal morphemes to mark the same four aspectual categories: perfect (or completive), inchoative, continuous and experiential (Chappell 1992) . In Singapore English the functions of the perfect marker have been transferred to the adverb already, as shown in the following examples:
(41) a. I only went there once or twice already. (Platt and Weber 1980: 66) b. I work about four months already. (Bao 1995: 182) Platt and Weber (1980: 66) show that this use of already is analogous to that of the perfect marker liaú in Hokkien:
(42) Gún tháùke tńg chhù liaú. our boss return home pft 'Our boss has returned home.' (Platt and Weber 1980: 66) In addition, as with perfect markers in the Chinese substrate languages (Chappell 1992) , already also functions to indicate inchoative with stative predicates -for example:
(43) a. The wall white already.
'The wall turned/has turned white. ' (Bao 2005: 239) b. I want to eat durian already. (Bao 1995: 184) ['I now want to eat durian (but didn't want to before In contrast to functional transfer involving augmentation, the second type of functional transfer, involving alteration, does not seem to be subject to all of these constraints. While there does need to be "somewhere to transfer to" in the RL -a morpheme perceived to have a function or meaning related to that of the corresponding SL morpheme -this morpheme does not have to be relatively perceptually salient -as we have seen with -ing in Hawai'i Creole. Furthermore, the SL morpheme and the RL morpheme do not necessarily have to be syntactically congruent, as we have seen with the past evidential marker in Andean Spanish and with the non-English positions of one in Singapore English.
Acquisition
Transfer involving functional alteration (the second type) is frequently reported in research on second language acquisition (SLA) and bilingual first language acquisition (BFLA).
Functional transfer in SLA
In SLA, several studies show the influence of properties of L1 grammatical markers on the use of L2 grammatical markers that learners may perceive as equivalent. This is what Jarvis and Pavlenko (2008: 95) refer to as functional transfer. In one case, Collins (2002) In contrast to these and other examples, there is virtually no evidence in SLA studies of the first type of functional transfer, i.e. involving morphological augmentation (see Siegel, 2008) .
Functional transfer in BFLA
Transfer involving functional alteration is also reported in studies of bilingual first language acquisition (BFLA). As in SLA, it is thought that transfer in BFLA occurs more frequently when the child is more proficient in one of the languages and that it occurs in the direction from the dominant language (in terms of proficiency) to the weaker language (Yip and Matthews 2007: 46; Marian and Kaushanskaya 2007: 381) . Furthermore, some researchers, such as Schlyter (1993) , see BFLA as being similar to SLA in that the weaker language of a child learner develops like an L2 with the dominant language influencing it, like an L1. In a study of older bilingual children (aged seven to nine) who had not completely acquired one of the languages, Bolonyai (2007: 29) found that the children "behaved more like L2 learners in that their weaker language appears to be susceptible to cross-linguistic influence from their stronger language and showed restructuring as a result of bilingual contact".
An example of the second type of functional transfer concerns GermanFrench BFLA (Müller 2006 Here we see the use of one as a relative pronoun influenced by Cantonese, as in Singapore English (Yip and Matthews 2007: 182) . Again, in contrast to the second type of functional transfer involving functional alternation, evidence of the first type (i.e. involving morphological augmentation) is scarce. This difference is significant, and requires some explanation.
Explanation
The role of SLA in language change and specifically in the formation of pidgins and creoles has been described by many researchers -e.g. Wekker 1996 Thomason 2001 , Winford 2003 , Siegel 2003 , and Kusters 2008 . Consideration of the role of BFLA is more recent. Yip and Matthews (2007: 52) state that "child bilingualism is a potential mechanism for contact-induced change and substrate influence in particular". However, Meisel (2011) questions the role of BFLA in language change regarding parameter settings and this is debated in the commentary that follows his article. Nevertheless, as mentioned above, it is generally agreed that successive rather than simultaneous bilingual acquisition (after approximately age 4) is similar to second language acquisition, and when L2 learners provide the primary input for first language acquisition, this can lead to contact induced change (Meisel 2011: 139) . In other words, changes in the target language (the L2 or the weaker language in BFLA) brought about by individual learners can become the input for later generations and be adopted by the community resulting in the examples of morphological alteration we have seen in contact languages, especially in indigenised varieties.
The problem then is how to explain the fact that evidence of the other type of functional transfer -morphological augmentation -is found in contact varieties but not in individual learner varieties in SLA or BFLA.
The explanation I propose is that the development of contact varieties consists of two stages, and that the second stage can involve two different strategies -each leading to a different type of functional transfer. The first stage involves typical L2 learning as speakers of the source languages (SL) target the recipient language (RL) as the L2. (In places where contact varieties have emerged, the L2 is usually the language of the colonial power.) In the first stages of SLA, most learners basically acquire lexical items from the L2 and not grammatical morphology. This is called the "content-word state" by van de Craats, Corver and van Hout (2000) . Learners' interlanguage at this stage is referred to the "Basic Variety" (BV) by Klein and Perdue (1997: 332) , who summarise its structural features as follows: "Strikingly absent from the BV are ... free or bound morphemes with purely grammatical function". In some situations, a restricted pidgin conventionalising common features of individuals' interlanguages may emerge. (See Figure 1a) .
If the needs are only for basic communication, speakers may continue to use their own interlanguage versions of the Basic Variety, or the restricted pidgin. However, if the needs for communication expand -for example with greater integration into the L2 community or the adoption of the L2 as a lingua franca among speakers of different SLs -individuals' interlanguages or the restricted pidgin also need to expand. This results in Stage 2: Morphological expansion. The expansion in this stage can occur in one of two ways: continuing L2 acquisition with the RL as the target or expansion without a target. In continuing L2 acquisition (see Figure 1b) , SL speakers learn grammatical morphemes from the RL and incorporate them into their interlanguage (or L2 varieties) . While this learning is occurring, some functional transfer of the second type may occur -i.e. using an RL grammatical morpheme with the functional properties of an apparently corresponding SL morpheme, as reported in the SLA literature described above. In most SLA situations, where SL-speaking learners are a small minority, such transfer will be eliminated with more exposure to the target language. But in situations where SL speaking learners make up the majority -for example where indigenised varieties developed -the transferred features may remain and become conventionalised in what becomes viewed as a local variety.
In contrast, expansion can also occur not by targeting grammatical morphemes the RL, but rather by giving grammatical functions to existing lexical items in individuals' interlanguage or the pidgin. These functions are based on those of grammatical morphemes in the SL (see Figure 1c) .
Thus, this is the first type of functional transfer -i.e. resulting in morphological augmentation. This kind of transfer is recognised as a strategy in second language use to compensate for a lack of grammatical features felt to be necessary for communication (Kellerman 1995; Siegel 2003 Siegel , 2008 . But it does not normally occur in second language acquisition. In pidgin and creole studies, it has been proposed that what is going on here is a "target shift" (Baker 1990) , and that at this point the learners are targeting not the lexifier language but the Basic Variety (Becker and Veenstra 2003) . What I propose (Siegel 2008 ) is that in cases of morpholological augmentation by functional transfer, there is no target as such. But there is a shift at this point involving the RL -it is no longer the colonial language, but rather the form of the colonial language (interlanguage varieties or pidgin) that has been adopted for wider communication. It is this emerging contact variety that expands predominantly via the second type of functional transfer to become an expanded pidgin or creole. Again this occurs where SL speakers make up the majority. The original RL is not targeted as a source of grammatical expansion either because SL speakers do not have access to it or because they are not interested in accessing it (for example, because of its associations with oppression).
Questions concerning morphological augmentation
The characteristics of the first type of functional transfer (morphological augmentation) lead to two interesting questions -one concerning the role of grammaticalisation and the other the reasons why it is subject to constraints.
Grammaticalisation
In non-targeted morphological expansion, as we have seen, a lexical item originally from the RL becomes a grammatical morpheme. This raises the question of whether grammaticalisation, as it is normally understood in historical language change, is relevant to the features of contact languages that I argue arise from the first type of functional transfer.
It is clear that grammaticalisation as it is conventionally defined, has occurred in some expanded pidgins and creoles -for example, the gradual development of English by and by into the future marker bai in Tok Pisin (Siegel 2008: 63-4) . However, many scholars have also used the term grammaticalisation to refer to examples of functional transfer involving lexical items from the lexifier becoming grammatical morphemes modelled on grammatical morphemes from a SL, and thus consider grammaticalisation to be a fundamental process in creole formation. However, there are several problems with this view, as pointed out by Plag (2002) and discussed further in Siegel (2008: 139-41) . First, grammaticalisation is normally considered to be a gradual process taking place over several generations. But the language change that results from the first type of functional transfer occurs much more rapidly -for example, in one generation in the case of ste (stay) in Hawai'i Creole (Roberts 1998) . Second, there is no evidence of the occurrence of the stages of development that generally characterise grammaticalisatione.g. desemanticisation and phonological reduction. Third, according to Hopper and Traugott (2003: 126) , grammaticalisation does not normally result in a structure with a new function where none existed before, but rather competes with existing constructions very similar in function. However, in the case of expanded pidgins and creoles, functional transfer results in grammatical morphology with functions that previously did not exist in the preceding restricted pidgin or individual interlanguages.
In addition, changes due to grammaticalisation are normally considered to be strictly language-internal, and distinct from contact-induced language change. In contrast, the results of functional transfer are clearly due to the influence of anther language. Heine and Kuteva (2005) have discussed what they call "contact-induced grammaticalization", and they offer several examples from expanded pidgins and creoles, of the type described above, that they say are the result of this process. But there is no evidence that the examples they give are the result of the process of grammaticalisation as it is normally understood. Rather they are examples of "apparent grammaticalisation" (Bruyn 1996 (Bruyn , 2009 ) -what I call functional transfer. The end results of conventional grammaticalisation and the first type of functional transfer may be the same, but the determinants of these results and the pathways leading to them are very different.
Constraints
The next question is why there appear to be constraints on the first type of functional transfer (leading to morphological augmentation) but not the second (leading to morphological alteration).
We have seen that for this kind of transfer to occur, there must be a perceptually salient word in the RL, or at least a stressed syllable, that can be interpreted as having a function or meaning related to that of the corresponding SL grammatical morpheme. In the context for this functional transfer outlined above, this is not a problem because the RL available to the SL speakers is a form of the Basic Variety or a restricted pidgin similar to the Basic Variety. In such varieties nearly all morphemes are lexical and generally perceptually salient because these kinds of morphemes are easiest to learn, and at this stage SL speakers have not acquired the non-perceptually salient grammatical morphemes of the original target language.
The second constraint is more problematic. Why should the need for syntactic congruence between the RL lexical item and the SL grammatical morpheme constrain the first type of functional transfer but not the second?
The "Full Transfer/Full Access" Hypothesis (Schwartz and Sprouse 1996; Schwartz 1996 Schwartz , 1998 may provide an answer. According to this hypothesis, the initial state for L2 learners comprises the entirety of the L1 grammar along with universal principles of language, both constraining interlanguage development. Thus, all the abstract syntactic properties of the L1 are initially transferred, including parameter settings for basic word order. (A similar point of view is the "Conservation Hypothesis" of van de Craats et al. 2000 .) According to Schwartz (1998: 147) , the way that progress towards the L2 takes place is that input from the L2 that cannot be accommodated to the L1 grammar causes the system to restructure. She observes: "In some cases, this revision may occur rapidly; in others, much more time may be needed."
For basic word order, the revision (or restructuring) occurs very rapidly. This is most probably because basic word order is a relatively salient structural characteristic (Odlin 1990: 110; Comrie 1997: 369) . Other L2 rules, however, are not so salient, and these include morphosyntactic rules for grammatical marking. Schwartz (1998: 148) points out that "convergence on the TL grammar is not guaranteed; … the data needed to force L2 restructuring could be either nonexistent or obscure".
SL speakers who have gone as far as to acquire the grammatical morphology of the RL have significantly restructured their interlanguage away from their L1 and towards the L2. Thus, they would be aware of the morphosyntactic differences between the languages, but perhaps not aware of some of the more subtle functional differences between grammatical markers that appear to be similar in function, if not in morphosyntax. Therefore the second kind of functional transfer can occur.
SL speakers who have not acquired the grammatical morphology of the RL have restructured their L1 grammars in terms of basic word order, but not in other areas. Therefore, their assumption would be that the remaining features of the L1 and L2 (SL and RL) grammars are equivalent unless input from the L2 disconfirms this. But if they are not targeting the L2, then there will be no disconfirmation (unlike what happens in normal SLA). Thus, if a form from the L2 has a function or meaning similar to a grammatical morpheme in the L1 and the same surface syntactic position, they can be perceived as equivalent and the first type of functional transfer can occur. But if there is no such form, then there is nowhere to transfer to. This is not enough to cause restructuring because no alternative structure has to be accommodated, but it is enough to constrain transfer.
Conclusions
We have seen that the two types of functional transfer each result from a different strategy of morphological expansion in the development of a contact variety: type 1 (morphological augmentation) from untargeted expansion and type 2 (morphological alteration) from targeted expansion in continued L2 learning.
Both strategies may occur in the formation of expanded pidgins and creoles and indigenised varieties. However, the two types of contact languages differ in which strategy was predominant in their development. It appears that pidgins and creoles have more frequently adopted the second strategyi.e. creating new grammatical morphemes through first type functional transfer -while indigenised varieties have adopted the first strategy -acquiring existing grammatical morphemes from the RL but sometimes changing their functions through the second kind of functional transfer.
The strategy adopted, the resultant type of functional transfer and the degree of retention of transferred features in a contact variety depend on the nature of the contact environment. This can be characterised by three factors: demography, access and identity. The more speakers of SL outnumber speakers of the RL, the greater the possibility of functional transfer by individuals occurring and persisting in a new contact variety. These demographic factors also affect access. For SL speakers to fully acquire the RL, they must have social interaction with RL speakers, and this is unlikely if these are a small minority. However, even when RL speakers are a small minority, access can still occur with widespread formal education in the RL, which can provide the opportunity for learning grammatical morphology without social interaction. This factor clearly differentiates the development of expanded pidgins and creoles -where there was generally no formal education in the lexifier -from that of indigenised varieties, where such education was widespread. Thus the strategy of continued L2 acquisition and the second type of functional transfer, requiring knowledge of RL morphology, is generally common in indigenised varieties but not in expanded pidgins and creoles, and the reverse is true for the first type of functional transfer.
Different contact environments also lead to different proportions of the two types of functional transfer in various contact varieties. In Tok Pisin, for example, there was hardly any access to English (RL) speakers, and therefore nearly all grammatical morphology is the result of untargeted expansion and 9 Another factor may be linguistic rather than environmental -i.e. the degree of typological similarity between the SL and the RL. With regard to Hawai'i Creole, for example, the presence of a progressive suffix and s plural marking in Portuguese may have influenced the adoption of corresponding features from English.
characterised by the first type of functional transfer. In contrast, when Hawai'i Creole was developing, formal education in English was widespread, and thus it incorporated a good deal of grammatical morphology from English, some of which displays functional alteration.
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The final factor is concerned with social identity. Even if the RL is accessible, it might not be accessed. This is because new features of the emerging contact language -some due to functional transfer -may become significant in reflecting local identity, in contrast to the RL-speaking community. Again with regard to Hawai'i Creole, this would explain why features resulting from the first type of functional transfer, such as ste (stay), remained in the language despite widespread formal education. Along with access, identity issues may also explain differences among indigenised varieties ranging from Singapore English, which displays many examples of both types of functional transfer, to Fiji English, which displays very few.
It appears then that contact varieties can be placed on a continuum based on the prevalence of functional transfer and what type it is. At one end are varieties that exhibit predominantly the first type of functional transfermorphological augmentation -i.e. expanded pidgins and creoles. At the other end are varieties that do show evidence of language contact, but not functional transfer -for example Australian English. In the middle are varieties that have features mainly attributable to the second type of functional transferfunctional alteration. (See Figure 2. ) At the conference "Rethinking Contact Induced Change", held at Leiden University in June 2011, one of the questions considered was: Do contact varieties such as creoles reflect essentially different histories of language contact than other languages, or do they constitute the edges of a continuum? This article has shown that the answer is "yes" to both parts of the question. The language-contact history of typical creoles differs from that of other languages in that the RL became a lingua franca for speakers of different SLs but was primarily targeted only for its lexicon and not its grammatical morphology. Therefore a significant amount of the grammatical morphology in creoles is derived from one type of functional transfer -morphological augmentation -that is absent or not so common in the development of other kinds of contact varieties. However, there is no clear demarcation between creoles and other kinds of contact varieties, such as indigenised varieties, where there is also evidence that this kind of functional transfer occurred. Thus, as shown above, there is a continuum of contact varieties. 
